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REMARKS 

This reply is in response to the Final Office Action mailed on June 9, 2 0 05 in which 
claim 10 was objected to and in which claims 1-9 and 11-14 were rejected. With this 
response, entry of an amendment rewriting objected to claim 10 in independent form as added 
claim 19 is requested. Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of remaining claims 
1-9 and 1 1-14 be withdrawn for the reasons which follow. . 

' L Rejection of Claims 1-9 and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. §10200 based upon 
Melin. 

Paragraph one of the Office Action rejected claims 1-9 and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as being anticipated by Melin U.S. Patent No. 2,658,630. For the reasons that 
follow, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection based upon Melin be withdrawn. 

Independent claims 1 and 8 recite an object catch bin. Independent claims 1 and 8 
each recite a tray and bias means for yielding to weight of objects caught by the tray. 

Melin fails to disclose or suggest bias means for yielding to weight of objects caught 
by the tray. In contrast, Melin merely discloses a lumber stacking device having a rack 17 
that appears to pivot about axis 1 8 in response to extension and retraction of a piston cylinder 
assembly 49. Nowhere does Melin disclose or suggest that rack 17 pivots about pivot 18 to 
yield to weight of lumber on rack 17. 

In rejecting claims based upon Melin , the Office Action refers to "biasing means 
(12)". However, element 12 of Melin is a head sprocket. The head sprocket clearly does not 
bias rack 17. In response to Applicants' previous arguments, paragraph 7 of the Office 
Action asserts that : 

Cylinder 49 in Melin '300 provides force to counter the 
pivoting of tray (17) and the tray is lowered into the upright 
position. The cylinder cannot stop the movement of the tray 
since the weight of the objects on the tray overcome the force 
provided by the cylinder 49. The biasing means 49 resists 
pivoting of the tray and yields to the weight of objects caught 
by the tray (column 8). 
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However, nowhere does column 8 disclose or even suggest that the cylinder cannot 
stop the movement of the tray since the objects overcome the force provided by cylinder 49. 
The assertion that cylinder 49 is somehow sufficiently weak so as to yield to weight of lumber 
within rack 17 finds no support in Melin. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1 and 8 based 
upon Melin is improper and should be withdrawn. Claims 2-9 and 11-14 depend from claims 
1 and 8 respectively and are patentably distinct over Melin for the same reasons. 

H. Rejection of Claims 1-9 and 1 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. 5102(b) based upon 
Wagner. 

Paragraph 2 of the Office Action rejected claims 1-9 and 11-13 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as being anticipated by Wagner U.S. Patent No. 3,655,183. Based upon the 
following, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection based upon Wagner be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1 and 8 recite an object catch bin which includes a tray and bias means for 
yielding to the weight of objects caught by the tray. 

Wagner fails to disclose or suggest a tray and bias means for yielding to weight of 
objects caught by the tray. In contrast, Wagner merely discloses a tray 20 which is pivoted 
about axis 30 in response to rotation of cam member 50. In rejecting the claims based upon 
Wagner , the Office Action refers to "biasing means (60)". However, spring 60 does not yield 
to weight of objects caught by tray 20. Spring 60 merely holds tray 20 against cam member 
50. The force applied by spring 60 would be in the same direction as force applied by the 
weight of stack 19 within tray 20. Thus, spring 60 cannot and does not yield to weight of 
objects caught by tray 20. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1 and 8 based upon Wagner is 
improper and should be withdrawn. Claims 2-6 and 9-13 depend from claims 1 and 8 
respectively, and are patentably distinct over Wagner for the same reasons. 

m. Rejection of Claims 1-9 and 1 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) based upon Yang. 

Paragraph 4 of the Office Action rejected claims 1-9 and 11-13 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being unpatentable over Yang U.S. Patent No. 6,773,182. For the reasons which 
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follow, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1-9 and 1 1-13 be 
withdrawn. 

Independent claims 1 and 8 recite a tray and bias means for yielding to weight of 
objects caught by the tray. 

Yang fails to disclose or suggest a tray and bias means for yielding to weight of 
objects caught by the tray. In contrast, Yang merely discloses a spring 40 which lifts 
supporting plate 30 until a stack of paper supported by supporting plate 30 abuts finger 
member 50. Nowhere does Yang disclose or suggest that spring 40 is provided with a spring 
constant or is sufficiently weak such that spring 40 yields to the weight of the paper stack 
upon supporting plate 30. In fact, since the purpose of spring 40 is to retain the top of the 
stack of paper against finger member 50 (see column 5, lines 3-5), spring 40 must NOT yield 
to the weight of paper stack upon supporting plate 30. If spring 4 where alternatively 
configured to yield to the weight of paper upon supporting plate 30, the intended operation of 
the paper set of Yang would be destroyed. The Office Action's attempt to characterize spring 
40 as yielding to the weight of objects caught by the tray ignores the actual functioning and 
operation of spring 40 as part of the paper cassette of Yang . Accordingly, the rejection of 
claims 1 and 8 based upon Yang is improper and should be withdrawn. Claims 2-6 and 
claims 9 and 11-13 depend from claims 1 and 8 respectively and are patentably distinct over 
Yang for the same reasons. 

IV. Added Claims. 

Paragraph five of the Office Action indicated that claim 10 would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. In response, claim 10 is rewritten in independent form as added claim 19 
and includes all of the limitations of base claim 8. Accordingly, added claim 19 is presented 
for consideration and allowance. 
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IV. Conclusion. 

After amending the claims as set forth above, claims 1-14 and 19 are now pending in 
this application. 

Applicant believes that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.17, or credit any overpayment, 
to Deposit Account No. 08-2025. Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a 
check being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, otherwise improper or informal or 
even entirely missing, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 08-2025. If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of 
papers submitted herewith, Applicant hereby petitions for such extension under 37 C.F.R. 
§1.136 and authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 



Respectfully submitted, 




By 



FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number: 22879 
Telephone: (414) 297-5710 
Facsimile: (414) 297-4900 



Todd A. Rathe 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 38,276 
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